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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 

 
EDUCATION COMMITTEE 

 
Present:  Professor A Forster (Chair), Dr C Augarde, Professor E L Burd, Professor T Clark, 
Dr A Fawcett, Professor C M Gerrard, Dr M Gilmore, Professor I Greener, Dr A K Hughes, 
Dr J Imber, Professor S D Kunin, Professor J J Long, Professor S L Morris, Dr J Phoenix, Mr 
S Roseveare, Professor N D B Saul, Professor G Towl, Dr P B Wilson with Professor L Fox 
O’Mahony (Minute 117), Dr P Warburton (Minute 118), Miss N D Brennan and Dr R D 
Harrison (Secretary); 
 
Apologies:  Mr A C Baker, Dr N Mears, Professor J H F Meyer, Professor I Shennan, and 
Professor G Towl. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

(Copies of all documents listed in the minutes were filed with the minutes) 
 

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 

117. Student Charter 
 
Considered:  the interim report from the Student Charter Task and Finish Group; 

Document EC/10/160 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that in March 2011 UUK and NUS published joint guidance on the development of 

student charters by HEIs and that in response to this Education Committee 
established a Task and Finish Group to draft a University statement that would 
fulfil the expectation that all HEIs had a document of this type, but which took full 
account of the University’s distinctive approach to educational provision; 
 

(b) that the Task and Finish Group had concluded that the University needed to 
develop a high-level document that took as its starting point the institutional values 
set out in the University Strategy, and the way there these had been articulated 
within the University’s Education Strategy; 

 
(c) that the emphasis on a student-centred approach to education, and the role that 

both staff and students played in the University’s academic community had been 
particularly influential in guiding the work of the Task and Finish Group; 

 
(d) that the draft document was not framed as a Student Charter but was instead a 

Statement of the responsibilities of University membership, an approach based on 
the belief that all members of the University, both staff and students, are part of an 
academic community, and that membership of this community confers 
responsibilities on all its members; 

 
(e) that the proposed approach recognised the partnership between staff and 

students that was central to a Durham education, at the same time that it 
acknowledged that different parts of the community had different responsibilities; 

 
(f) that the proposed approach to the Statement of responsibilities would build on the 

institutional values contained in the University Strategy, the Education Strategy 
and other existing documents and that it would draw together key values and 
commitments, while also signposting readers to additional sources of information; 
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(g) that the Group was committed to the proposal contained in the UUK/NUS 
guidance that student charters should be reviewed annually and proposed that 
responsibility for this review should rest with Education Committee reporting 
through to Senate; 

 
(h) that the Group believed that the review process would be supported by ensuring 

that the Statement was also embedded within a core University process to ensure 
that the full value of the document was realised and that it was proposed that the 
Statement should become a key reference point in the induction process for new 
students; 

 
(i) that the Statement needed to reflect a common, shared understanding across all 

members of the University involved in education provision and that it was 
recommended that the draft Statement should be subject to a University-wide 
consultation process.  This consultation process would commence in late June 
and extend into the Michaelmas Term 2011, with a view to all responses being 
received by the Group for them to be considered before agreeing a final draft 
Statement for consideration at the December 2011 meeting of Education 
Committee and subsequent meetings of Senate and Council; 

 
(j) that paragraph 1 of the draft Statement should refer to all members of the 

University being part of the community and that they would have expectations of 
and responsibilities to that community and to each other to highlight the reciprocal 
nature of the partnership; 

 
(k) that the Statement was intended to encapsulate existing norms and 

responsibilities and to outline the ‘culture’ which already existed at the University; 
 

(l) that the consultation with students was expected to be led by DSU, that the Senior 
Tutors would coordinate consultation with colleagues in Colleges, that the Deputy 
Heads of Faculty would consult with colleagues at Faculty and departmental level 
and that the Academic Registrar would lead the consultation with professional 
support services; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the proposed consultation process should include specific reference to 

College Councils; 
 

(b) that paragraph 1 of the draft Statement would be revised to read All members of 
the University are part of community, and have expectations of and responsibilities 
to that community and to each other; 

 
(c) that, subject to the revisions outlined above, the draft Statement would be 

endorsed and that the consultation exercise should proceed in line with the agreed 
timeline. 

Action: RDH 
 

118. Experience Durham Strategy 
 
Considered:  a draft Experience Durham Strategy; 

Document EC/10/161 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that Experience Durham was a new entity which combined Sport, Music, Arts and 

Volunteering (staff and student) and that the Experience Durham Strategy was 
intended to provide an overarching and strategic overview of the plans for 
implementation in these areas; 
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(b) that the draft Strategy had been subject to a comprehensive consultation exercise 

on two occasions and that UEC and SESC had considered the draft document.  
The Strategy was intended to ensure a coordinated approach and to encourage 
partnership working which would offer the best opportunities to students; 
 

(c) that Senate would receive annual reports on Experience Durham via SESC and 
EC, including a proposed action plan for each academic year; 

 
(d) that the particular issues in relation to Queen’s Campus which had been identified 

during the consultation process would be followed up as an element of the 
implementation of the Experience Durham Strategy but that further consideration 
could be given to the inclusion of specific references within the document; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the Deputy Head of Faculty (Queen’s Campus) would provide comments on 

the issues in relation to Queen’s Campus prior to the meeting of Senate for 
incorporation into the Experience Durham Strategy to the Dean of Experience 
Durham; 

Action: JP/PW 
 

(b) that any amendment to the Experience Durham Strategy would be approved by 
Chair’s action on behalf of EC prior to the document being submitted to Senate for 
consideration; 

 
Recommended: that, subject to the revisions outlined above, the Experience 
Durham Strategy be approved by Senate. 

 
119. Principles for the Induction of Students 

 
Considered:  proposed principles for the induction of students; 

Document EC/10/162  
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that in March 2011 Senate and Council approved a proposed extension of the 

induction period at the start of Michaelmas Term to a full week with effect from 
2012/13.  Draft principles for student induction were considered at the April/May 
cycle of FEC meetings and by the Colleges Division and this report proposed a 
second draft if the principles taking into account the comments received in this 
consultation; 
 

(b) that it was intended that further consultation would be undertaken following 
consideration of the second draft of the principles by Education Committee with a 
view to a final version of the principles being brought forward for approval in 
October 2011.  The agreed principles would then inform the detailed planning of 
the new week-long induction programme; 

 
(c) that the report was primarily concerned with developing principles for the induction 

of students and was not yet considering issues with implementation but that there 
would be benefit in circulating the document to the University IT Service as an 
element of the consultation process; 

 
(d) that the principles needed to suit all students and that reference should be made 

to transition into communities of practice rather than transition to higher education; 
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(e) that the implementation of the principles would need to consider the implications 
for academic departments with large numbers of students where commitments 
were given to timescales for activity in the first term; 

 
(f) that the introduction of the principles for induction should be an opportunity to 

further strengthen the University’s approach to Personal Development Planning 
and that consideration might be given to whether there were important elements 
which warranted specific mention; 

 
(g) that PGR induction was dealt with in the Code of Practice on Research Degrees 

and that this might benefit from review in light of the introduction of principles for 
induction for undergraduate and taught postgraduate students; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the proposed principles would be provided to the Director of the ITS for 

consultation; 
Action: MG 

 
(b) that the document should specify that the principles were not applicable to PGR 

students as PGR induction formed an element of the Code of Practice on 
Research Degrees; 

Action: MG 
 

(c) that the Dean of Graduate School would review the induction arrangements 
outlined in the Code of Practice on Research Degrees in light of the principles for 
induction agreed for undergraduate and taught postgraduate students; 

Action: TC 
 

(d) that the comments would be fed into the consultation process and considered in 
bringing forward a final version of the principles for consideration by Education 
Committee at the October 2011 meeting. 

Action: MG 
 
120. Strategies for Learning Resources 

 
Considered:  a report on the University’s strategies for learning resources; 

Document EC/10/163 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the objective to develop a resources strategy to support education and 

research and to deliver sustainable improvements was set out in the University’s 
Education Strategy and that, at present, the University did not have an 
overarching, institution-level strategy to direct or coordinate the management of 
learning resources; 
 

(b) that the report provided an overview of strategic statements relating to learning 
resources and identified gaps in thinking and aspects that could be explored 
further with the intention that this would inform further discussion regarding 
mechanisms for managing learning resources; 

 
(c) that previous drafts of the report had been considered by representatives from the 

University Library, the University IT Service and the Estates and Buildings 
Department; 

 
(d) that the proposal to develop an over-arching, institution-level learning resources 

strategy was intended to ensure that different elements within the University would 
contribute to the delivery of the University’s Education Strategy; 
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(e) that consideration could be given to whether an institution-level learning resources 

group might be of more benefit than an actual University learning resources 
strategy but that there would need to be specific working principles for such a 
group;  
 

(f) that the membership of the proposed Learning Resources Group would include 
representation from the different University services and academic input, with an 
academic lead to ensure the group had a pedagogical perspective; 

 
(g) that the Learning Resources Group would need to have clear operating 

parameters and terms of reference to ensure that there was no overlap or 
repetition of business with existing groups and to avoid being drawn into the 
minutiae and maintain a high-level remit; 

 
(h) that there should be a Task and Finish Group established to determine what was 

expected from Colleges in terms of such resources, although it was recognised 
that there would be different provision across the Colleges; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the overview document should include a statement of what constituted 

learning resources; 
Action: MG 

 
(b) that the proposed membership of the Learning Resources Group should include a 

representative from the Colleges and a student representative; 
Action: MG 

 
(c) that the remit for the proposed Learning Resources Group would be developed 

and circulated to members for comment and that Chair’s action would then be 
taken; 

Action: MG/AF 
 

(d) that the remit and membership for a Task and Finish Group would be developed 
by the Deputy Vice-Chancellor for consideration of learning resources in Colleges 
and circulated to members for comment. 

Action: AF/RDH 
 

121. Faculty Postgraduate Space Policies  
 
Considered:  the faculty policies on the provision of space for postgraduate students; 

Document EC/10/164-166 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Dean of Graduate School, at the request of UEC, had commissioned 

research to inform the development of a statement of institutional commitment to 
space for postgraduate students. Having considered the resulting PG Space 
Needs paper, it was agreed at Education Committee that faculties should 
establish Postgraduate Space Policies for the development of PG space, for 
consideration at the June 2011 meeting of Education Committee; 

 
(b) that it was agreed that these policies should be tied to national policies, where 

they apply; reflect the generic postgraduate space needs, and the principles of 
space allocation, detailed in the report, in the context of the differing needs of 
some disciplines; take account of  the provision offered by comparators; include a 
mechanism for reviewing and upgrading existing space to ensure it meets student 
needs, and for reviewing utilisation of that space; and seek to remove perceived 
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inequities of provision across disciplines and departments where postgraduates 
have similar needs, particularly in light of the finding that those departments self-
reportedly ‘at capacity’ with regard to PG space are not always those departments 
with the least space per student; 

 
(c) that the driver for the policies was educational need and that the next step would 

be for UEC to identify a mechanism to take these requirements through the annual 
planning round to proceed to consideration by the Capital Planning Group; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the policies highlighted that approaches to access and faith provision facilities 

differed across the faculties and that the Dean of Graduate School could consider 
the relevant sections and develop an overarching approach to move towards 
consistent provision across the University; 

Action: TC 
 

(b) that a light-touch review of the policies would be undertaken via departmental 
annual plans and the faculty annual planning process; 

Action: CA/CMG/JJL 
 

(c) that the Dean of Graduate School would discuss the policies with the Deputy 
Heads of Faculty (Postgraduate) and identify specific points to form the basis of a 
report to UEC and the Capital Planning Group for consideration; 

Action: TC 
 

(d) that further consideration would be given to the availability of space for 
postgraduate students to utilise during Summer 2011 and whether secure lockers 
could be made available; 

Action: TC/MG 
 

(e) that the Dean of the Graduate School would discuss the issues raised in relation 
to space in the Library by the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health with the 
Faculty PVC to seek a resolution to the budget issues. 

Action: TC 
 

122. Durham Doctoral Training 
 
Considered:  a report from the Durham Doctoral Training Centre Framework Task and 
Finish Group; 

Document EC/10/167 
 
Noted: 

 
(a) that a joint Task and Finish Group had been established by Education and 

Research Committee to consider outstanding issues relating to the Durham 
Doctoral Training Centre Framework; 
 

(b) that a DTC was a way to better articulate the advantages of research training at 
Durham to prospective students, an opportunity for the University to ensure that 
the model for research training was an integrated and structured development 
programme, and provided a mechanism for ensuring that the University continued 
to receive Research Council Studentships; 
 

(c) that DTCs did not replace departments.  DTCs did not have direct responsibility for 
student admission, progress or supervision. Academic staff and postgraduate 
students would continue to be based within the departments involved in any DTC 
collaboration; 
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(d) that DTCs were not autonomous and did not sit outside of University deliberative 
and governance structures.  DTCs would report to the departments involved, and 
to the faculties in which they were based; 
 

(e) that the University Roberts’ funded generic and transferable skills training had 
been delivered historically via the Postgraduate Training Team, and that this 
institution-level training was supported by various training activities based within 
different departments, provided by the ITS and Library and, latterly, some broader 
training supported at faculty level; 
 

(f) that the Roberts’ funding had ended in the 2010/11 academic year and that it had 
recently been agreed that the Postgraduate Training Team would be merged with 
the Academic Staff Development Office into a new unit known as the Centre for 
Academic and Researcher Development (CARD) and that the creation of this unit 
had had a significant impact on the development of these proposals; 

 
(g) that CARD would be managed via the Academic Registrar and would report to EC 

via QSSC; 
 

(h) that the Research Training Steering Group was intended to foster cross-faculty 
discussion and  could be established as an informal group.  It was intended that 
the Steering Group would report to EC via QSSC; 

 
(i) that the Training Handbook would include a comprehensive list of training offered 

to students, including both internally and externally delivered training; 
 

Agreed: 
 

(a) that the report would be amended to reflect the reporting line for CARD to EC via 
QSSC and that an annual report would be received from CARD at the October 
meeting of QSSC each academic year; 

Action: TC/AR 
 

(b) that CARD would be required to collate departmental and faculty training 
information during the Easter Term of each academic year and that this activity 
would be incorporated into an institutional training handbook and used to inform 
CARD priorities; 

Action: TC/MG 
 

(c) that a Research Training Steering Group would be convened and that the 
membership of the Research Training Steering Group should include a student 
representative and that consideration would be given to additional members from 
the University’s existing research institutes; 

Action: TC 
(d) that groups proposing to develop DTCs would be required to use best practice 

guidance and management structure; 
Action: TC 

 
(e) that a webpage summarising DTCs at Durham, and detailing individual DTCs, 

would be created within the revised Graduate School webpages; 
Action: TC/AR 

 
(f) that UEC would be asked to confirm that Faculty PVCs have responsibility for 

authorising the submission of DTC bids and monitoring reports; 
Action: TC 
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123. Education and Postgraduate Strategies 
 

(a) Education and Postgraduate Strategies 
 

Considered:  the report on progress against the 2010/11 action plans for the 
Education and Postgraduate Strategies; 

Document EC/10/168 
 
Noted: 

 
(i) that key strategic priorities relating to educational provision were identified 

prior to the start of each academic year and that Education Committee was 
then responsible for ensuring that these priorities were addressed and that 
Education Committee was also responsible for discharging a wide range of 
responsibilities on behalf of Senate.  This report provided an overview of 
Education Committee’s discharging of these two sets of responsibilities during 
2010/11; 
 

(ii) that the report should note the action taken to separate the University offer 
from the College offer at postgraduate level under the section on Admissions; 

 
Agreed:  that the report would be revised in light of the comment above and 
submitted to Senate for consideration; 

 
(b) e-Learning Strategy 

 
Considered:  the report on progress against the 2010/11 action plan for the e-
Learning Strategy; 

Document EC/10/169 
 
Noted: 

 
(i) that the report provided an overview on progress against the 2010/11 action 

plan for the University’s e-Learning Strategy; 
 

(ii) that LTT had noted that there were a small number of staff using 
documentation which was not easily readable on the CIS infrastructure and 
that it was proposed to introduce a policy to ask staff to remove such files and 
give assistance in converting the documentation into a different format where 
feasible; 

 
(iii) that an increasing number of staff were placing large audio/visual files on dup 

and that the size of these files meant that students were experiencing very 
slow loading speeds; 

 
(iv) that increasing numbers of staff and students were requesting facilities to 

record lectures and that consideration could be given in conjunction with CIS 
to identify a portable solution that could be managed within an approved 
budget with the aim of operating  a trial in 2011/12 academic year with a set of 
champions from across the faculties with a view to a recommendation being 
made to Education Committee in June 2012 on whether such facilities should 
be deployed; 

 
(v) that the potential of iTunesU continued to be explored but that the major 

concern would be managing the quality of materials offered and the Vice-
Chancellor would need to approve any involvement with iTunesU.  The 
Communications Office had been involved in these discussions and TEL 
would take this forward; 

Action: ELB 
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(vi) that further activity was being undertaken on technologies to support 

feedback and that further information on this issue would be provided to the 
developer who was appointed to develop the new system.  Any developments 
with the system to be built would be shared with colleagues at the earliest 
opportunity; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that a policy would be developed and introduced whereby staff would be 

asked to remove incompatible media foray files from duo but, where feasible, 
owners would be given assistance in converting their documentation into a 
more readily readable format; 

Action: ELB 
(ii) that large audio/visual media files would be moved from duo to the streaming 

service once it became available and after appropriate work was carried out to 
ensure that student could easily access the materials; 

Action: ELB 
 

(iii) that a trial would be undertaken to identify a set of champions from across the 
faculties to explore the feasibility, benefits and implications of the use of 
lecture recording; 

Action: ELB 
 

(iv) that the report would be circulated to the next cycle of FEC meetings for 
information. 

Action: NDB 
 

 
Part B:  Routine Business 

 
124. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

To confirm: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 18 May 2011; 
Document EC/10/170 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 18 May 2011; 

Document EC/10/171 
 

Reported: that the report from the meeting of Education Committee on 18 May 2011 
would be considered at the meeting of Senate on 21 June 2011; 
 
Noted: that the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held on 18 May 2011 
would be amended to reflect that Professor S L Morris gave apologies. 

 
125. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 
Received:  the action log from the previous meetings of Education Committee; 

Document EC/10/172 
 
Noted: 

 
(i) that the University policy on provision of lecture notes had been made 

available to all Departmental Disability Representatives and would be made 
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available on the DUSSD website when the next scheduled update took place 
at the end of June 2011 (Minute 76 refers); 
 

(ii) that the report on undergraduate entry requirements for 2012 had been 
revised following consideration at the May meeting of EC and that a mixed 
response had been received following circulation of the report to departments 
(Minute 102 refers).  UEC had received a revised version of the report which 
proposed a small number of departments to be identified to take forward the 
recommendations and this would be considered at the next meeting of 
Senate; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that any changes to departmental offers following consideration of the report on 

undergraduate entry requirements for 2012 in light of the decision made by 
Senate would need to be made immediately following the meeting; 

Action: MG 
 

(ii) that a press release would be prepared to address any decision made by 
Senate on undergraduate entry requirements for 2012;  

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received:  a report of matters arising for information; 

Document EC/10/173 
 

(c) Matters for further consideration 
 

(i) Greening Course Delivery – IT Provision 
 
Considered: a response from the Director of ITS in relation to issues outlined 
in the Greening Course Delivery report on IT provision (Minute 85 refers); 

Document EC/10/174 
 
Noted: 
 
(A) that the report provided a response from the Director of the University IT 

Service to the recommendations contained in the Greening Course 
Delivery report previously considered by LTC; 
 

(B) that the provision of electronic reference materials on duo was a 
complex issue and that there was no support for the introduction of  
University policy; 

 
(C) that the marking of electronic copies of assessments on-screen and the 

proposal to introduce an electronic marking proforma would be affected 
by the development of an electronic feedback system which was 
underway and that further consideration of these issues at this time was 
not appropriate; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(A) that further consideration would be given to the existing book-selling tool 

in duo, including whether it was possible to determine the current level 
of use, prior to any decision being taken on whether any further action 
should be taken; 

Action: ELB 
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(B) that the comments from EC would be fed back to the University IT 
Director; 

Action: NDB 
 

(ii) Benchmarks/KPIs for research degree submission and completion 
 
Considered: a proposal from the Dean of Graduate School on the 
development of benchmarks/KPIs for research degree submission and 
completion (Minute 60 refers); 

Document EC/10/175 
 
Noted: 
 
(A) that currently University PGR benchmarks focussed on admission. It 

had been recommended that the University develop benchmarks for 
doctoral progression. The paper proposed potential benchmarks for 
submission and completion. These were based on the University’s 
stated aim to be within the top 5 performing universities, and currently 
available progression data; 
 

(B) that the proposed benchmarks would prove challenging for some 
departments; however, there was a clear need for the University to 
maintain and improve completion and submission rates for postgraduate 
research students; 

 
(C) that Education Committee had previously agreed that a Task & Finish 

Group would review the University current progress reporting structure 
during 2011-2012. An enhanced progress review system – in DUO, as 
present, or in Banner – would facilitate departmental and faculty 
monitoring of submission and completion;  

 
(D) that Research Council-funded DTCs would need to report on 

submission rates annually and as part of the DTC review process. Low 
submission rates could impact on the future funding of DTCs, and DTC 
management committees would need to be proactive in working with 
departments and faculties to monitor student progress; 

 
(E) that some institutions with high submission rates had taken a much 

more prescriptive approach to the monitoring of doctoral progression, 
with supervisors required to provide electronic updates on progress 
following each formal supervisory meeting. The progress of individual 
students was then closely monitored at departmental and faculty level; 

 
(F) that in addition to the proposed benchmarks, the Dean of Graduate 

School intended to review Durham’s current approach to the 
continuation period, looking at the fee level, the manner in which those 
fees were charged; the typical length of a PhD, and the review 
processes in place at the end of the period of supervised study; 

 
(G) that the issue of responsibility for completing progress reports on 

scholarship students had also been highlighted. Some sponsors 
requested regular reports on student progress; however, it was not clear 
who was currently responsible identifying such students, nor for 
completing the progress reports; 

 
(H) that the completion rates for part-time overseas in Arts & Humanities 

appeared to be significantly higher than those for full-time overseas 
students. Clarification would be sought from the Academic Support 
Office; 
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[Secretary’s note: following the meeting, it was confirmed that the 
figures were correct but with a very small cohort of only 11 students]  

 
Agreed: 
 
(A) that the proposed benchmarks be approved; 

Action: CA/JL/CMG 
 

(B) that the remit and terms of reference for the Task & Finish Group would 
be drafted following the meeting for approval by Chair’s action ahead of 
the 2011-2012 academic year; 

Action: RDH 
 

(C) that the Dean of Graduate School would review the University’s current 
approach to continuation; 

Action: TC 
 

(D) that the Dean of Graduate School would work with the Chairs of Faculty 
Education Committees (Postgraduate) and Research Committee to 
indentify a suitable locus of responsibility for the identification of 
students with sponsor reporting requirements, and for the completion 
and submission of those reports. 

Action: TC 
 
126. Chair’s business 
 

Noted: that the Chair thanked the retiring members of the Committee: Professor C M 
Gerrard, Professor J H F Meyer, Professor S L Morris, Mr S Roseveare and Dr P B 
Wilson. 

 
127. Admissions Sub-Committee 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting held on 25 May 2011; 
Documents EC/10/176 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) the consideration of a report on undergraduate entry requirements for 2012 entry 

and the approval of ASC to recommend the requests with additional comments, to 
Faculty PVCs for approval via UEC; 

 
(b) that an update had been received on the bookings and preparations for the pre-

application open days in Durham City; 
 
(c) that there had been consideration of a summary of the contextual information that 

UCAS would provide in the 2011/12 admissions cycle and proposed guidance on 
its use and the agreement that a public statement and policy would be developed; 
 

(d) the consideration of the proposed guidance on the use of AS grades in 
admissions decisions for the 2011/12 admissions cycle onwards and agreed 
actions; 
 

(e) the discussion in relation to the number of state school applications received as 
indicated in the undergraduate admissions monthly statistics reports; 
 

(f) that revisions were proposed to the operation of the College Pools as part of the 
college allocation process and the recommendation from ASC that option two 
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should be adopted, but that the pools should be subject to ongoing review, and 
that the composition of the pools should be publicised; 

 
(g) that the full report on the operation of College Pools had not printed correctly and 

that the document would be circulated to members electronically for information; 
Action: NDB 

 
Agreed:   
 
(a) that the full document on the proposed revisions to the College Pools would be 

circulated to members for reference; 
 

(b) that the proposed revisions to the operation of the College Pools as part of the 
college allocation process would be approved, but would remain subject to ongoing 
review, and that the agreed College Pools would be publicised to staff and 
students. 

Action: RE/LW 
 
128. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:   the report from the meeting held on 31 May 2011; 
Documents EC/10/177 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that, while the UKK report on external examining had no formal status within the 

QAA Framework and the recommendations made were not binding, the report 
stated that the QAA was expected to incorporate the recommendations into the 
Code of Practice on External Examining, and that institutions should amend 
current practice with immediate effect; 

 
(b) that the majority of recommendations in the UUK report either mirrored existing 

practice within the University or required only minor amendments; 
 
(c) that the report recommended that reciprocal arrangements should not be 

permitted. It would be appropriate to reinforce the University policy of permitting 
reciprocal arrangements in exceptional circumstances only; and requiring those 
exceptions to be approved by both the Chair of Faculty Education Committee, 
and the Chair of Education Committee; 

 
(d) that the onus on universities to collaborate more extensively did not sit easily 

with the suggestion that examiners could not be appointed if they had been 
involved in any collaborative research. collaborative research had not been 
defined within the document, and it was not clear how best to define 
'collaborative research' at an institutional level, given the significant variation in 
disciplinary approaches to collaboration; however, the University would need to 
ensure that the term was interpreted consistently. A new question could be 
incorporated into the external examiner nomination form on research 
collaborations requiring departments to confirm that no collaborative activities 
were taking place. If potential collaborative activity had taken place, but a 
department felt that it should not be considered as ‘collaborative research’, then 
a case would need to be made for review by the Chair of Faculty Education 
Committee in the first instance. As with other exceptions to the norm, it would be 
necessary to seek approval from both the Chair of Faculty Education Committee, 
and the Chair of Education Committee;  

 
(e) that the enhancement of current L&TH Handbook guidance into an online 

tutorial, and a requirement that departments provide specific information and 
material to all new examiners would be preferable to running an induction course 
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for new external examiners.  The University’s central guidance for examiners 
would also be expanded, and combined with an enhanced activity check list 
given to Chairs of Boards of Examiners, detailing the information with which 
departments should provide their examiners; 

 
(f) the discussion of the report on the amended version of Section 2 of the QAA 

Code of Practice relating to collaborative provision; 
 
(g) QSSC’s confirmation that appropriate progress had been made in addressing the 

issues raised in the report on the 2009 QAA Institutional Audit of the University; 
 
(h) the agreement that Chair’s action would be taken on behalf of QSSC to 

recommend to EC the revised MOA between Durham and Cranmer Hall, the 
Wesley Study Centre and Lindisfarne, following the closure of Ushaw College; 

 
(i) the discussion of the progress made with regard to the collaborative agreement 

with KPMG; 
 
(j) the discussion of the follow-up report from the Enhancement-led Review of the 

English School of Biological and Biomedical Sciences held 5 May 2009 and the 
approval that the Enhancement-led Review be signed off as complete; 

 
(k) the discussion of the follow-up report from the Enhancement-led Review of the 

Department of Psychology held 11 March 2009 and the approval that the 
Enhancement-led Review be signed off as complete;  

 
(l) that the teach-out of the postgraduate diploma in Cognitive Therapy was now 

complete; 
 

Agreed: 
 

(a) that the changes to the University’s policies and procedures for external 
examiners would be approved and implemented with effect from 2011/12 and 
that any further consequential changes required as a result of this approval 
would be undertaken; 

Action: RDH 
 
(b) that the renewal of the collaborative partnership for the delivery of the MBBS 

Phase I by the School of Medicine and Health would be approved and that this 
would be reported to the School and Senate. 

Action: NDB 
 

129. Student Experience Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting held on 23 May 2011; 
Documents EC/10/178  

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the final report from the Skills Audit Working Group outlined the 

recommendation that an undergraduate pilot for the self-assessment of a list of 
Graduate Qualities which Durham students would be expected to demonstrate 
and that the Working Group had reported to ESSG and consulted with the 
Employer Advisory Forum for guidance in identifying suitable Graduate Qualities, 
although further consultation would be required in due course.  The Working 
Group would continue to meet during 2011/12 and feedback from the pilot would 
inform the next stage of work for the Group which would lead to a wider University 
consultation, reporting through FECs and Colleges; 
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(b) it had been agreed that a review of the membership of SESC would be 
undertaken to ensure the correct representation for the development and 
consideration of policy and strategy and that the proposed changes to the 
membership and terms of reference for the Sub-Committee would be implemented 
for the 2011/12 academic year with the Faculty PVCs being approached to 
nominate representatives to the Sub-Committee and that these representatives 
would be expected to feed issues into the Faculty Education Committees; 

 
(c) that it had been agreed at the February 2011 meeting of SESC that a revised 

schedule would be developed for the next cycle of College Reviews to allow the 
newly appointed Deputy Warden and Assistant Registrar (Colleges and Student 
Experience) to take forward the planning for the new cycle and that it was 
intended that this revised cycle would more closely align the College Review 
process with the Departmental Review Process which would also begin in 
2011/12; 

 
(d) the discussion in relation to the final report expected from the Faith Facilities 

Working Group; 
 

(e) SESC’s consideration of the report on the issues identified in the ISB Autumn 2010 
results in relation to the Virtual Learning Environment and learning technology; 

 
(f) SESC’s consideration and approval of the proposed mechanism for sampling the 

views of international students and a framework to take forward the resulting issues 
and actions; 
 

(g) SESC’s consideration of a report on action taken to address the comments made 
at the April 2011 meeting of SESC on the proposal to encourage international 
students to engage with DSU; 
 

(h) SESC’s consideration of the evaluation of the operation of the Durham Award in 
2010/11 and the agreed actions; 
 

(i) SESC’s consideration of the overview report of the promotion of PDP to students 
during 2010/11 and the agreed actions; 

 
 

Agreed: 
 

(a) that a pilot skills audit with undergraduate students to run in 2011./12 academic 
year would be recommended to Senate for approval; 
 

(b) that the proposed revision to the membership of SESC with effect from the 
2011/12 academic year would be recommended to Senate for approval; 

 
(c) that the revised schedule for the next cycle of College Reviews would be 

approved and that this would be reported to Senate and the revised cycle would 
be published in the Learning and Teaching Handbook; 

Action: RDH 
 

Recommended: 
 
(a) that Senate approve a pilot skills audit with undergraduate students to run in 

2011./12 academic year; 
 

(b) that Senate approve the proposed revision to the membership of SESC with 
effect from the 2011/12 academic year. 
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130. Student Engagement 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) proposed revisions to student representation on University and faculty committees; 

Documents EC/10/179  
Noted: 

 
(i) that during the course of the academic year there had been significant 

discussion on the role of DSU and that a number of changes were being 
proposed, specifically an increase in the number of academic representatives 
on the sub-committee; 
 

(ii) that Education Committee was being asked to endorse the changes to 
student representation on University and committees prior to consideration of 
the proposal by Senate; 

 
Agreed: that the proposed revisions would be endorsed and that this would be 
reported to the meeting of Senate on 21 June 2011; 

Action: AF/NDB 
 

(b) an assurance report on the implementation of the new Student Engagement 
policies at departmental level; 

Documents EC/10/180 
Noted: 

 
(i) that in June 2010 Senate approved  new University policies on student 

engagement, for implementation from the start of 2010/11 and that an 
important element of this was a set of expectations relating to departmental 
implementation of these policies; 
   

(ii) that during 2010/11 all FECs were asked to consider the departmental policy 
statements now in place in order to share practice in this area and identify any 
examples of effective practice for wider dissemination of good practice in this 
area; 
 

(iii) that it was indicated that departmental student engagement policies had been 
put in place for all departments in Arts and Humanities;  for all departments in 
the Faculty of Science except for Natural Sciences, and Engineering and 
Computer Sciences;  and that implementation had been variable in Social 
Sciences and Health where at the time of the relevant FEC meetings policy 
statements were still pending from Applied Social Sciences, Archaeology, 
Education and Foundation and that the documentation submitted by Law was 
not in line with the approach laid out in the University policy; 
 

(iv) that the undergraduate FECs either identified good practice for dissemination, 
or had agreed that their chairs would do this and that over the summer ASO 
would contact FEC chairs to confirm these examples of good practice, and 
publish them online in order to promote their dissemination further; 

Action: EA/SG/AR/EC/EM/NS 
 

Agreed:  that FEC chairs would be asked to confirm for the October meeting of 
Education Committee that those departments who did not have statements in place 
at the time of FEC meetings have approved policies by the start of 2011/12. 

Action: EA/SG/AR/EC/EM/NS 
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131. Faculty of Arts and Humanities Education Committees 
 

(a)  Undergraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities Education 
Committee (Undergraduate) held on 6 May 2011; 

Document EC/10/181 
 
Noted: 

 
(i) that further consideration would be given to the specifics of implementation for 

the principles of student induction following the consultation process and once 
they had been finalised; 
 

(ii) that the English Language Centre had given a presentation at a meeting of 
the Arts and Humanities FECs on the issues in relation to academic practice 
issues for international students and that this might be of benefit to the other 
FECs; 
 

(iii) that the issue of plagiarism would also be addressed in the proposed changes 
to induction for new students; 

 
(iv) that consultation on the proposed role descriptors for FEC members and 

Directors of Undergraduate Studies had resulted in a broad range of 
responses and that a further paper on issues arising from these responses 
would be considered at the Michaelmas Term 2011 meetings of FECs prior to 
any final recommendations being made to EC; 
 

(v) that there had been no support at University-level for the provision of basic 
lecture materials on duo but that the Faculty of Arts and Humanities could 
introduce such a policy and review the outcome to determine if the issue 
should be revisited; 
 

(vi) that the schedule for committees in the 2011/12 academic year had been 
reviewed and revised to increase the timescale for consultation via FECs but 
that it should also be recognised that the volume of work being undertaken 
during the course of the academic year had resulted in a significant number of 
consultation exercises being undertaken; 

 
Agreed:  that arrangements would be made for the ELC to give a presentation at 
the next cycle of FECs in the Faculty of Science and the Faculty of Social Sciences 
and Health on issues in relation to academic practice issues for international 
students; 

Action: RDH 
 

(b) Postgraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities Education 
Committee (Postgraduate) held on 9 May 2011; 

Document EC/10/182 
 
Reported:  that there were no items for consideration or noting that did not appear 
elsewhere on the Education Committee agenda. 

 
132. Faculty of Science Education Committees 
 

(a)  Undergraduate 
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Considered: the report from the Faculty of Science Education Committee 
(Undergraduate) held on 4 May 2011; 

Document EC/10/183 
Noted: 

 
(i) that consultation on the draft revised University placement learning policy was 

ongoing  and that all feedback would be taken into account.  The Head of the 
Academic Support Office would contact colleagues in the Faculty to discuss 
the specific issues raised by the FEC; 

Action: RDH 
 

(ii)  that the timescale involved for the strategic development of the taught 
portfolio would be determined on a case by case basis and that the report 
received by the FEC outlined only an indicative timescale as an example; 

 
Agreed: that the draft revised University placement learning policy would be 
circulated to the Chair of Senate Academic Appeals Committee and the Head of 
Legal Support for comment; 

Action: RDH 
 

(b) Postgraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the Faculty of Science Education Committee 
(Postgraduate) held on 10 May 2011; 

 Document EC/10/184 
 
Reported:  that there were no items for consideration or noting that did not appear 
elsewhere on the Education Committee agenda. 

 
133. Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education Committee 
 

(a) Undergraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education 
Committee (Undergraduate) held on 9 May 2011; 

Document EC/10/185 
Noted: 

 
(i) that consideration of the proposed role descriptors for FEC members and 

Directors of Undergraduate Studies had been delayed until Michaelmas Term 
2011 to ensure that all feedback received had been considered and that the 
Deputy Head of Faculty would meet with colleagues to discuss the comments 
made; 
 

(ii) that the schedule for committees in the 2011/12 academic year had been 
reviewed and revised to increase the timescale for consultation via FECs but 
that it should also be recognised that the volume of work being undertaken 
during the course of the academic year had resulted in a significant number of 
consultation exercises being undertaken; 

 
Agreed:  that the Academic Lead for Technology Enhanced Learning would 
consider the issue raised in relation to the effective management of submission of 
electronic and paper copies of assessment and made recommendations to EC if 
appropriate; 

Action: ELB 
 

(b) Postgraduate 
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Considered: the report from the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education 
Committee (Postgraduate) held on 24 May 2011; 

Document EC/10/186 
 
Reported:  that there were no items for consideration or noting that did not appear 
elsewhere on the Education Committee agenda. 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
134. Matters of Report 

 
Reported:  that action had been taken by the Chair on behalf of Education Committee 
to approve: 
 
(a) the proposal to amend PGR examination outcomes following further consultation 

requested by EC at the meeting on 18 May 2011;  The proposals would be 
incorporated into the review of the Code of Practice on Research Degree 
Provision which would be considered at the meeting of Senate on 21 June 2011; 
 

(b) the suspension of the DBA Durham programme (N1A0600), with effect from May 
2011 for the 2011/12 academic year, subject to the Durham Business School 
liaising with the Chair and Secretary of the FEC on the extent of changes for 
October 2012, and the implications of this for the approval process for those 
changes. 

 
135. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

Reported:  that meetings of Education Committee would be held on the following dates 
in the 2011/12 academic year; 
 

Date Time Room 
Tuesday 11 October 2011 2;00pm Council Room 
Monday 7 November 2011 2;00pm Council Room 
Monday 12 December 2011 2;00pm Council Room 
Monday 23 January 2012 2;00pm Council Room 
Monday 13 February 2012 2;00pm Council Room 
Wednesday 14 March 2012 2;00pm Council Room 
Wednesday 16 May 2012 2;00pm Council Room 
Monday 18 June 2012 2;00pm Council Room 
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